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REMARKS 


The final Office Action of December 19, 2001, has been receix ed and its contents 
carefully noted. C laims 1-6. 9, 10, 15, 16, 22-27, 40 and 46-74 were pending in the present 
application prior to the atbixmentioned amendment. By the above Amendment, claims 59 
and 67-74 are amended. Applicant respectfully submits that no issue of new matter has 
been set foi'th by this Amendment. Accordingly, claims 1-6, 9-10, 15-16, 22-27, 40 and 46- 
74 remain pending in the subject application, and are believed to be in condition for 
allowance at least for the reasons advanced hereinbelow. 


Initially, the Office Action objects to the Title of hivention as non-descriptive. By 
the above Amendment, the fitle of Invention has been replaced w ith one w hich is indicative 
of the invention to which the claims arc directed. In pailicular, the new T itle of Invention 
recites -SEMICONDLXTOR DEVICE HAVING A CONTACT HOLE EMBEDDED 
WITH A CONDUCTIVE LAYER-. In view of this change, reconsideration and 
w ithdraw al of the objection is earnestly solicited. 


The Examiner rejects claims 68-74 under 35 U.S.C. >ill2, 2nd paragraph as 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly describe the subject matter 
which Applicant regards as the invention. In response thereto, claims 68-74 are amended so 
that the recitation "a metal" recites ''an organic material," or "an inorganic material," 
respectively. Inasmuch as the rejected claims now define subject matter that would be 
considered definite by one of ordinary skill in the art, consideration of the amended claims 
and w ithdraw al of the rejection is respectfully solicited. 


A, 


Objection to the Specification 


B. 


35 U.S.C. §112. 2nd Paraoraph Rejection 
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C . 35 L .SX . §1 12, 1st Para<^raph Rejection 

The Examiner rejects claims 68-74 under 35 L'.S.(\ 1 12, 1st paragraph as allegedly 
containing subject matter which was not described in the specitlcation in such a way as to 
reasonably convey to one skilled in the art that the inventors, at the time the invention was 
Ulcd, had possession of the claimed invention. In particular, the Examiner llnds that the 
recitation "said interlayer insulating film is made from a metaU is not supported by the 
disclosure. In response thereto, the rejected claims are amended so as to recite that the 
interlayer insulating film is made from either an organic or inorganic matcriaf which is 
adequately supported by the disclosure. Accordingly, reconsideration and withdrawal of the 
rejection is earnestly solicited. 


D. 35 L.S.C. §103 Rejections 

The Examiner rejects claims 1 , 47, 5 1 , 55, 59, 63 and 67 under 35 Ll.S.C. § 103(a) as 
unpatentable over U.S. Patent No. 6,081,305 to Sato et al. (Hereinafter Sato ) in view of 
U.S. Patent No. 5,706,064 to Fukunaga. claims 2, 22-27, 40, 48, 52, 56, 60 and 64 under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) as unpatentable over Sato in view of Fiikiutaga and U.S. Patent No. 
5,990,542 to Yamazaki. claims 3, 2-27, 40, 49, 53, 57, 61 and 65 under 35 U.S.C. l()3(a) as 
unpatentable over Sato in view of Fukunaga and U.S. Patent No. 6,097,453 to Okita, 
claims 4, 50, 54, 58, 62 and 66 under 35 L'.S.C. 103(a) as unpatentable o\qi Sato in view of 
Okita, Yamazaki and Fiikunaga, claims 5, 16, 11-11 , 40 and 46 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
unpatentable over Sato in view ofFukunaga, claims 6 and 15 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
unpatentable over Sato in view of U.S. Patent No. 5,948,705 to J////, and claims 9 and 10 
under 35 U.S.C. l()3(a) as unpatentable over Yamazaki and Jiiit in view^ of Fiikiinaga. 
.Applicant respectfully traverses the grounds for rejection in contending that the claimed 
invention defines subject matter which is clearly patcntably distinct over the prior art of 
record. 
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The claimed invention is directed generally to a semiconductor dc\ ice including, 
inter (ilici, an intcrlayer insulating film ha\ ing at least one contact hole, an embedded 
conductive layer provided to fill the contact hole, and a ret1ecti\e pixel electrode (i.e.. a 
second conducti\ e layer) formed on the intcrlayer insulating tllm. and thtis. also the at least 
one contact hole . 

1. The Sato Patent Fails to Teach the Claimed Invention 

Initially, it is contended that the Sato patent, either alone or in combination with the 
Fiikunaga^ Yamazakiy Juii and Okita patents, fails to expressly teach or remotely suggest 
all of the limitations presently set forth in the claimed invention necessary to support a 
finding prinui facie ob\ iousness under >il03. More particularly. Applicant disagrees with 
the Examiner's characterization of what is disclosed in Sato and how this disclosure reads 
on what is claimed in the present invention. For instance, the Examiner finds that the Sato 
patent allegedly discloses a semiconductor de\ ice comprising an embedded conductive layer 
171 provided to fill a contact hole of an intcrlayer insulating film 170, and a reflective pixel 
electrode 181 formed on the intcrlayer insulating film 170. However. Applicant feels that 
the claimed invention is patentably distinct from Sato since it teaches separate formation 
and presence in the resulting dc\ ice of the embedded conductive layer and the reflective 
pixel electrode, i.e., the second conductive layer. Inasmuch as the Sato patent fails to 
expressly teach or inherently suggests the separate formation and presence of an embedded 
conductive layer and a second conductive layer, its proposed combination with any of the 
Yamazaki, Okita^ Juit and Fuku/taga patents still fails to render e\cry claimed feature 
obvious since they too fail to disclose such a feature. 


2. The Proposed Combination of Sato and Fukuna^a is Improper 

Notwithstanding the above-noted argument with respect to Sato^ it is further 
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contended that the Fukmuiga patent fails to modily the Sato patent in a manner suftlcient 
to render the claimed invention ob\ ious. Vov instance, tiikiinaga discloses filling a contact 
hole with a conductive material in a liquid crystal de\ ice and conducti\ e materials. 
However, the claimed invention is patentably distinguishable from Fukiina^a in that the 
semiconductor device in accordance with the claimed invention requires a reflectixe pixel 
electrode , while Fiikimaga merely teaches a transparent pixel electrode . In a case of a 
transmission type display using a transparent electrode, the portions where transistors and 
metal wiring exist serve to block light so that a portion over these portions generally do not 
function as a display. Hence, a flatness of the pixel electrode over the contact hole is not 
important for enhancing display quality. On the contrary, in the case of using a retlcctive 
pixel electrode, because light does not require transmission through a TFT substrate, 
substantially 100% of the area of the pixel electrode functions as a display by nature. 
Therefore, it is more important to improve the flatness of the pixel electrode over the contact 
hole in a reflective type display than in a transmission type display. In other words, the 
effect of the claimed invention is more significant in the case of a reflective type pixel 
electrode than in the case of the transmission type pixel electrode disclosed in Fukiinaga. it 
is contended that such a distinguishing feature is probative of the non-obviousness of the 
claimed invention since there is no suggestion to combine the teachings of Fukunaga with 
Sato in view of the above arguments. Moreover, the addition of Yamazaki, Jiin or Okita do 
nothing to overcome the deficiencies of Fukunaga and Sato. Accordingly, Applicant 
respectfully requests reconsideration and withdraw al of the rejection. 

3. The Proposed C ombination of Juu, Fukunaga, Yamazaki and Sato is Improper 

Regarding the rejection of claims 6, 9, 10 and 15, it is further contended that the 
proposed combination of Jun with Fukunaga. Yaniazaki and Sato is improper in that no 
motivation exists for their combination. For instance, the Examiner Hnds that it would be 



Docket No. 740756-1896 
Application Serial No. 09/197,767 
Art Unit 2814 
Page 7 

prima facie obv ious to one of ordinary skill to combine the respectiv e teachings o\ Jiin w ith 
Fuku/iaga, Yamazaki and Sato because it discloses the fonnation of a metal electrode on an 
embedded eonducti\ e layer. 

However, although Jun appears to teach the formation of a conductive material 
pattern on an embedded conductive layer, it never teaches or remotely suggest: (1) the 
formation of a pixel electrode on the embedded material, and (2) that the conductive 
material pattern functions as an electrode. Accordingly, there is nothing vv ithin the express 
or implicit teachings oi Jun that w ould motiv ate one of ordinary skill to combine it with the 
teachings of Yamazaki. Such a lack of motiv ation is indicia of the non-obv iousness of 
Applicant's invention. Accordingly, Applicant respectfully requests reconsideration and 
withdrawal of the rejection. 

Conclusion 

According!), Applicant respectively submits that the pending claims are in proper 
condition for allowance and consideration and withdrawal of the pending rejections are 
requested. If the Examiner believes further discussions with Applicant's representative 
would be beneficial in this case, he is invited to contact the undersigned. 


Respectfully submitted. 



NIXON PEABODY EEP 

8180 Greensboro Drive, Suite 800 

McEcan, VA 22102 

(703) 790-91 10 

.lEC/TAV 
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MARKKD L P V ERSION OF AMENDKD CLAIMS 

59. (Amended) A de\ice according to claim 1. wherein said medium is an 
[organic] inorganic material. 

67. (Amended) A device according to claim 1, wherein said [medium is an 
inorganic material] interlayer insulating film comprises an organic material . 

6S. (Amended) A device according to claim [2] 1, wherein said interlayer 
insulating film is made from [a metal] an inorganic material . 

69. (Amended) A device accoixling to claim 3, wherein said interlayer insulating 
film is made from [a metal] an organic material . 

70. (Amended) A de\'icc according to claim [4] 2, wherein said interlayer 
insulating film is made from [a metal] an inorganic material . 

71. (Amended) A device according to claim 47, wherein said interlayer insulating 
film is made from [a metal] an inorganic material . 

72. (Amended) A device according to claim [48] 47, wherein said interlayer 
insulating film is made from [a metal] an organic material . 

73. (Amended) A device according to claim 49, wherein said interlayer insulating 
film is made from [a metal] an inorganic material . 

74. (Amended) A device according to claim 49, wherein said interlayer insulating 
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film is made from [a metal] an organic material . 


